
l-19-54 
Dear Bruce 

B 
a 

ere is a hsty reply to information requested Fn your (-urgent) letter 
to Josh, received today, and also to some questions in your %R Y.:ar's letter. 
l)VM77(BtrelatMes, 1177, 1817, 1876) carry a complex , sup~rfici$ly called 
Gal 5 (lys3ggenicity paper, table lp History: for pur .oses I needn t describe, 
a CM- stock was allowed to papiilate; later t!x Gal* derivative was ir- 
radiated and a Gal. - isolated, which actually was a slow-fermenter. Our 
estirrrte: so-called rev rsion probably a sugprsssor: W-677 there&ore quite 
likely carries original and secondary Gal- ;nutaprtidns and differs forth-r 
frm wild stijck b;", carrying a suppressor to the ori$.nal mutation. At any 
rate if the progeny alBe adequately t.!sted, 6'7 crossed to either Gal + or 
Gal- gives rise to at least 3 distinguishable phenotypcis among the progeny9 -- 

\ I explicity did not use this sto&k %n 
based on F+ x F+ crosses) and among others wrot 
and to Dayes, J 

Gal-Lo data (indidentally 
to Appleyard at Caltech, 

Sept. 1953 ( at least, that's how I deciphered the signature 
of Rowley 3 colleague Cl0389 >. You may ed 

9 
that No&an us.18 l-l.77 

(6'77?) as'the Gal + parent! 

In our opinion, no 
if N-677 is one parent in the 

2) In the same letter last Se 
are indeoendently der 
are identical only f 

?J-945 is now kn 
prototrophic deriv 
GaL derived from 

\ 
1, 

be placed h Gal +/- segregations 
co nsidemt ion. 

d Clowes that W-945 and W-677 
m a common stock, V&l; thus they 

ia unrelated to 946 which is a 
and shown to be alleiic with the 

:dtimiitely built up. 

but penetically separable 
(sic) locus. Gall, Gal 2, 

en some aspects of this in- 
I,-ally) the symbol desienat ions 

l:Jere described in my thesis (see 

0th~ than those produced at 
tant is rx2t necessarily Gal 16 . 

aracter, besb not very useful. No definitlfe information 
here on its li!.kaze c)r genetic behavior. 
5) We w?re interested in norleuc. R until discoveriwg that the Gal involved was 
677. &nten sod Rowley claims re Val-TL linkage unconvincing; a proper test 
on thneonine-supplemented and methionine-su:!plemea ted WM.mal T'W- Vr kT4M+VS 
and the reverse, then a study of distrihiition of mv@p&we&+~~ J&-Jr and T+ 
recmbimnts etc etc constitub3s a oroper test. 
6) Who said dead K-12 ? Uicririmipuli,m of mating, distinglYtishable cell oairs 
yielding suspected zygotes no;v very successful. We’re quietly accumulating 
details on oost-zygotic eli;lLiation, mting !rrocess etd. Even Tom's !cinetic 
ex:xriments proving very usaful. 

7) dtploid .la,&da fr+om 
ea1;LpWal - Lp 8 

0814', Gal4 - ii all- in 
from 2nd diploid gives 

crossovers, perhps, 
best induction allow 

lwoffates only. that from Gal -Lps/Ga12"L~ >+ (cis), 
trans) and Gal2-Lp+/Gal - Lps fn distinguishable on- 
, effectiveness; latter 5 ineffective on Gal OO &II phag 

rare transductions: (originate from Lp+ da?+ haploid 
b.:cause a.a. requirements and cultural conditions for 

selectim fctr soms auxotrophic types. Work ;in progres: 
dmtt :l&te me yet too strictly on it. 

8) Cl.i.ve 3picer can recall to YOU the #ull. flavor of our visit 'to Carbond; 
last Jan., and experiments the;.@ described. I think bast applrgach is 4uie 

R m-7 -..A< .,-.q*t.t, nd rd:,n~&nists never cxvince each other- . 


